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This  hearing  considered  a  Complaint  of  Discrimination  (Exhibit  #2) 
that  the  Complainant  has  been  discriminated  against  by  the  respondent  on  the 
basis  of  her  sex,  contrary  to  paragraphs  4(1)  (c)  or  (g)  of  the  Ontario 
Human  Rights  Code, which  read: 
"no  person  shal 1  . . . 

(c)    refuse  to  train,  promote  or  transfer  an 
employee;  or. . . 

(g)    discriminate  against  any  employee  with  regard 
to  any  term  or  condition  of  employment, 

because  of . . .sex. . .of  such  person  or  employee." 

There  was  a  great  deal  of  evidence  given  in  this  hearing,  which 
lasted  four  days,  with  some  31  witnesses,  35  exhibits,  and  some  900  pages 
of  transcript  of  evidence.    It  is  a  matter  that  has  occupied  a  good  deal  of 
time  and  energy,  accompanied  by  some  division  within  the  Peterborough 
'education  community'. 

The  Complainant  Mrs.  Beryl  Offierski,  has  been  a  teacher  at  the 
secondary  school  level  employed  by  the  Peterborough  County  Board  of  Educa- 
tion (hereafter  called  "the  Board")  in  Peterborough,  Ontario,  since  1961. 
She  is  of  obvious  good  intelligence,  is  well-educated,  and  has  excellent 
professional  Qualifications  including  a  teaching  diploma  from  the  University 
of  London,  a  B.A.  from  Oueen's  University  in  Canada  in  1965,  a  guidance  spe- 
cialist's certificate  in  1968,  a  Master  of  Education  degree  from  the  Univer- 
sity of  Toronto  in  1974,  (with  her  major  area  of  study  being  the  development 
of  curriculum),  and  a  Supervisory  Officer's  Certificate  from  the  Ministry  of 
Education  in  1975.    She  was  a  kindergarten  teacher  for  two  years  in  England, 
taught  retarded  children  for  three  and  one-half  years  in  Peterborough,  and 
has  taught  at  the  high  school  level  in  Peterborough  since  1961.    She  started 
at  her  present  school,  Kenner  Collegiate,  in  1966,  became  a  Head  of  Special 
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Education  there  in  1973,  and  Head  of  Guidance  in  1979.    Mrs,  Offierski  is 
married  with  three  sons. 

Mrs.  Offierski  is  wel 1 -qua! if ied  and  wel 1 -motivated .    From  all  the 
evidence,  it  is  clear  she  is  an  excellent  teacher  and  capable  school  admi- 
nistrator.   Mrs.  Offeriski  clearly  has  considerable  talent  and  energy,  and 
has  dedicated  this  to  the  advantage  of  the  Peterborough  community.    As  men- 
tioned, she  is  currently  the  Head  of  Guidance  at  Kenner  Collegiate. 

Mrs.  Cffierski's  complaint  is  really  comprised  of  two  basic 

allegations.    First,  she  alleges  she  applied  at  least  three  times  from 

1972  through  1975  to  take  a  principal's  course  (a  necessary  prerequisite 

to  becoming  a  vice-principal)  and  was  refused  admission  to  the  course  in 

violation  of  paragraphs  4(1  )(c)  or  (g)  of  the  Code. 



Second,  she  alleges  that  in  applying  and  being  considered  for 
a     position  of  vice-principal  in  1978,  she  did  not  succeed  in  obtaining 
the  position  of  vice-principal  because  she  is  a  female  and  was  discrimi- 
nated against  because  of  her  sex. 

For  the  Complainant  to  be  successful,  the  first  requirement  is 
that  the  Complainant  establish  a  prima  facie  case  of  discrimination  on  the 
basis  of  her  sex.  To  do  this  she  must  show  (1)  that  she  was  qualified  for 
a  position  for  which  she  applied;  (£)  that  despite  such  qualifications  she 
was  rejected  and  that  (3)  subsequent  to  her  rejection  the  position  remained 
open,  or  alternatively  that  an  applicant  of  the  opposite  sex  of  apparently 
lesser  Qualifications  was  chosen  for  the  position. 
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Upon  establishing  a  prima  facie  case,  the  burden  shifts  to  the 
employer  to  provide  an  explanation  that  is  reasonable.    This  can  be  done 
by  adducing  evidence  that  shows  the  complainant  to  not  be  as  well  qualified 
as  the  successful  applicant  for  the  position  i.e.  that  there  is  no  discri- 
mination on  the  factual  evidence,  or  alternatively  that  even  though  there 
is  discrimination  based  on  the  sex  of  the  applicant,  "sex... is  a  bona  fide 
occupational  qualification  and  requirement  for  the  position  or  employment" 
(Subsection  4(6)  of  the  Code). 

Counsel  for  both  the  complainant  and  the  respondent  are  to  be 
commended  for  the  manner  in  which  they  introduced  the  evidence  given  in 
this  Inquiry.    A  decision  upon  the  two  basic  allegations  raised  by  the  Com- 
plaint turns  upon  a  determination  as  to  questions  of  fact. 

In  1970,  Mrs.  Cffierski  commenced  to  perform  many  of  the  tasks 
of  a  vice-principal  at  Kenner  Collegiate  (hereafter  called  "Kenner"),  and 
with  a  vacancy  in  that  position  coming  up  in  1972,  she  wanted  to  become 
vice-principal.    The  Vice-Principal  of  Kenner,  Mr.  Noftall,  was  retiring 
as  of  June,  1972,  as  known  about  April,  1972. 


From  about  1969  onwards  it  is  clear  Mrs.  Offierski   had  been  very 
involved  in  the  administrative  work  of  the  school,  doing  such  things  as 
timetabling,  administering  discipline  and  looking  after  attendance  pro- 
blems.   She  was  beina  delegated  many  of  the  tasks  falling  within  the 
traditional  responsibilities  of  the  vice-principal    (Evidence ,  pp.305, 
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306,  309,  317).    Mrs.  Offierski  was  enthusiastic  about  these  tasks  and  em- 
barked upon  a  program  of  diligently  preparing  herself  for  hopefully  becoming 
a  vice-principal  when  Mr.  Noftall  retired. 

She  worked  very  hard,  and  was  the  one  member  of  the  teaching 
staff  who  worked  at  the  school  over  the  summer,  along  with  the  principal 
and  vice-principal  (Evidence,  p.281).  At  that  point  in  time,  the  apparent 
practice  of  the  Board  was  for  the  principal  of  the  school  in  which  the  va- 
cancy arose  to  make  a  recommendation  for  a  replacement  to  the  Director  of 
the  Board  (Evidence,  p. 49),  who  would  in  turn  submit  the  recommendation  to 
the  Board,  so  that  in  the  usual  course  of  events  the  principal  's  choice  for 
vice-principal  would  be  the  person  ultimately  chosen  (Evidence ,  pp.  186, 
205). 

Clearly  Mr.  Brian  Sweeney,  the  principal  of  Kenner,  wanted  Mrs. 
Offierski  as  his  vice-principal  in  1972,  but  just  as  clearly  she  did  not 
have  the  formal  qualification  for  the  position  without  a  Principal's  Course 
Certificate  (Evidence,  pp.186,  187).    Apparently,  the  Board  generally  was 
prepared  to  approve  a  person  as  vice-principal  even  though  the  prerequisite 
course  would  only  be  taken  the  summer  preceding  the  fall  commencement  of 
school  following  the  appointment  (Evidence ,  pp.24,  25).    Therefore,  it  was 
critical  to  Mrs.  Offierski  that  she  be  admitted  to  the  course  for  the  sum- 
mer of  1972,  but  she  was  not  accepted.    She  was  not  interviewed  by  the  Board 
in  connection  with  her  application  for  the  course,  nor  given  any  reasons 
why  she  was  not  accepted.    In  fact,  the  Ministry's  policy  was  to  give  a 
preference  to  an  applicant  who  had  been  appointed  a  vice-principal  effective 
September,  1972  (See  Exhibit  23,  2  of  8  at  page  3).    However,  Mrs.  Offierski 
testified  she  did  not  expect  to  be  selected  the  first  time  she  applied 
(Evidence,  pp.93,  127).    It  would  appear  from  all  the  evidence  that  generally 
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there  were  more  qualified  applicants  than  positions  available,  so  that  it 
was  not  uncommon  for  a  qualified  applicant  to  have  to  wait  for  admission. 

Mr.  Ray  Linton  is  the  Director  of  the  Peterborough  County  Board 
of  Education,  and  in  that  capacity  was  chief  administrative  officer  for  the 
Board  at  all  times  material  to  this  matter.    A  consequence  of  Mrs.  Offierski 
not  being  accepted  for  the  principal's  course  in  1972  was  that  she  could  not 
be  appointed  vice-principal  of  Kenner  in  September  1972,  and  another  person 
was  appointed. 

Mrs.  Offierski  applied  for  the  principal's  course  again  in  1973, 
and  again  with  Mr.  Sweeney's  very  favourable  recommendation,  but  was  again 
rejected,  this  time  being  told  by  Mr,  Linton  that  there  were  people  better 
qualified  than  her  for  the  course.    At  this  point  in  time,  she  testified, 
she  "was  getting  a  1 ittle  hostile,  but  I  don't  think  I  ever  alleged  I  had 
been  unfairly  dealt  with"  (Evidence,  p. 93), 

In  early  1975  it  was  known  there  was  again  to  be  a  vacancy  in 
the  vice-principal  position  at  Kenner,  as  of  September,  1975,  due  to  the 
then  vice-principal  at  Kenner  being  transferred  to  another  school  where  the 
vice-principal ,  Mr.  Allan,  had  resigned.    Mr.  Sweeney,  principal  of  Kenner, 
again  strongly  preferred  Mrs.  Offierski,  but  once  again  she  could  not  apply 
because  she  did  not  have  her  certificate,  which  in  turn  she  could  not  obtain 
without  taking  the  principal's  course  in  the  summer  of  1975. 

Accordingly,  Mrs.  Offierski  again  applied  for  the  principal's 
course,  and  on  this  occasion  was  interviewed  by  Mr.  Linton  and  Mr.  McNabb, 
a  superintendent  of  the  Board,  but  she  was  not  selected  for  the  course 
(Evidence,  pp.37,  38). 


It  is  clear  from  all  the  evidence  that  the  choice  of  candidates 
(within  the  annual  quota  of  three  for  the  Peterborough  system)  for  the  princi- 
pal's course  was  with  the  Board.    Prior  to  1975  the  Ministry  of  Education 
accepted  the  Board's  first  three  choices  on  a  ranked  list,  and  from  1975  on- 
wards the  Board  would  simply  send  three  names  to  the  Ministry. 

It  is  clear  Mrs.  Offierski  was  wel 1 -qual if ied  in  so  far  as  formal 
prerequisites  are  concerned,  to  take  the  course,  but  was  rejected  in  1972, 
1973,  and  1975.    It  is  obvious  she  was  receiving  very  favourable  references 
on  her  behalf  from  her  principal,  Mr.  Sweeney.    Given  the  number  of  appli- 
cants, it  was  not  unusual  for  any  applicant  to  have  to  be  rejected  one  or 
more  times.    Thus,  even  though  she  was  qualified,  and  even  though  she  was 
one  of  the  very  few  female  applicants  for  the  course  over  the  years,  and 
could  certainly  have  been  accepted,  the  refusal  to  that  point  could  be  ra- 
tionalized simply  on  the  basis  of  supply  and  demand.    There  were  many  qua- 
lified applicants  and  too  few  positions. 

However,  given  Mrs.  Offierski  's  very  impressive  credentials,  it 
must  be  considered  very  surprising  that  she  was  not  accepted  for  the  1975 
course.    [One  might  add  in  parenthesis  that  this  would  be  particularly  true 
if  the  Board's  administrative  officers  were  to  favour  a  female  applicant  in 
the  event  that  qualifications  amongst  applicants  were  roughly  equal.    In  my 
view,  a  neutral  observer  would  conclude  that  although  she  might  have  been  re- 
jected on  an  'equal  opportunity' basis  ,  she  would  probably  have  gained  admis- 
sion if  the  Board  had  been  following  an  'affirmative  action  program'). 

However,  the  totality  of  the  evidence  can  only  lead  to  the  infer- 
ence that  the  senior  administrative  staff  of  the  Board,  in  particular  Mr. 
Linton,  the  Director,  (who  determined  admission  to  the  course),  did  not  believe 
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Mrs.  Offierski  should  be  given  a  position  of  administrative  responsibility 
as  a  vice-principal  or  principal,  and  therefore  should  not  have  admission 
to  the  principal's  course. 


James  Donald  McNabb,  a  superintendent  in  the  Peterborough  system 
for  10  years,  and  a  former  president  of  both  the  Secondary  School  Teachers 
Federation  and  the  Ontario  Teachers  Federation,  testified  that  it  has  been 
the  Board's  policy  for  the  Superintendents  and  the  Director  to  discuss  and 
prepare  together  the  list  of  candidates  acceptable  for  the  principal's  course 
each  year  (Evidence,  p. 717).  However,  the  superintendents  are  advisors  to 
the  Director,  who  makes  the  decision  (Evidence ,  p.731). 


Mr.  McNabb  testified  as  to  Mrs.  Offierski 's  Qualifications  and 
why  he  found  her  unacceptable  (relative  to  the  other  applicants): 


"...but  in  any  case  there  is  the  possibility  of 
the  authoritative,  autocratic  style  that  does  not 
in  fact  involve  a  great  deal  of  participation  by 
the  members  of  the  group  that  she  is  dealing  with. 
In  my  opinion,  my  perception  was  that  Mrs.  Offierski 
had  not  yet  realized  that  particular  aspect  of 
leadership  where  a  great  deal  of  participation, 
particularly  at  the  intellectual  level  where  we 
are  working  in  the  system,  where  her  peers  have  to 
be  involved,  very  much  involved  in  the... So  my 
perception  was  that  she  leaned  more  towards  the 
autocratic  style  than  towards  the  participatory 
group  dynamics  that  we  thought  were  in  our  system." 

(Evidence,  p. 720) 
It  is  to  be  noted  that  Mr,  McNabb  was  also  a  member  of  a  selec- 
tion committee  that  appointed  Mrs.  Offierski  as  head  of  guidance  at  Kenner 
in  1979,  at  which  time  she  was  favoured  on  the  basis  that  she  was  the  best 


of  the  six  applicants  (Evidence,  p. 735). 


Mr.  McNabb's  concern  about  her  as  a  vice-principal  was  that  she 
would  have  difficulty  in  getting  along  with  her  principal,  subordinate  heads 
of  departments  and  other  teachers  (Evidence,  p. 723): 


A.     My  concern  has  been  that  Mrs.  Offierski  is  a  very 
intellectual  person  and  sometimes  those  people  are 
inclined  to  be  impatient  with  others'  decisions, 
but  in  the  role  that  she  would  play  as  the  vice- 
principal,  or  as  a  principal,  she  is  going  to  have 
to  work  with  other  people's  plans  and  other  people's 
strategies,    My  concern,  I  believe,  at  that  time, 
is  that  she  would  not  be  able  to  perceive  some  of 
the  other  aspects  of  the  strategy.    In  fact,  I 
think  that  was  part  of  our  discussion  the  last  time 
I  interviewed  Mrs.  Offierski  with  regard  to  the 
head  of  guidance  -  the  ability  to  carry  out  some- 
body else's  plan  without  at  the  same  time  giving 
up  the  attempt  to  modify  it.    I  had  some  doubts 
about  her  ability  to  do  that. 

I  think  that  is  a  very  important  part  of  the  sys- 
tem, if  you  are  going  to  preserve  the  system  in 
the  school . 

0.      Did  that  problem  come  up  in  your  interview  with 
respect  to  her  application  for  head  of  guidance? 

A.      Yes.    I  think  the  other  members  of  the  committee 
were  a  little  annoyed  with  me,  but  my  concern  was 
that  Mrs.  Offierski  in  the  interview  be  aware  of 
what  I  felt  was  possibly  a  fault  in  her  particular 
leadership  style,  so  I  discussed  it  with  her  and 
posed  the  question:    if  the  principal  mandated  a 
plan  and  a  decision,  was  she  willing  to  carry  that 
out,  and  what  would  her  response  be;  and  I  believe 
her  response  at  that  time  was,  she  would  attempt 
to  change  the  principal's  mind. 

Now,  I  think  that  is  laudable,  but  in  the  mean- 
time there  is  a  very  large  gap.    Polarization  can 
occur  in  a  staff  very  readily,  and  if  there  are 
two  particular  opinions  coming  down  from  the  head 
office,  it  just  will  create  some  kind  of  chaos  or 
havoc.    Splitting  of  the  staff  is  a  very  tragic 
thing  to  happen  in  a  school,  and  I  perceived  that 
that  was  possibly  still  there  in  her  mind. 
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As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  went  to  the  school  the  next 
morning  so  that  I  might  talk  with  the  principal 
and  the  vice-principal  and  Mrs.  Offierski  and  the 
other  candidates  from  that  school  and  satisfy  my- 
self that  at  least  the  question  was  raised  in  front 
of  all  of  the  people  who  were  involved  in  that  de- 
partment and  in  the  school  itself.    I  believe  Mrs. 
Offierski  has  been  aware  of  the  difficulty  and  has 
been  attempting  to  correct  it.    I  wanted  to  assure 
myself  that  it  was  there  and  visible  and  could  be 
examined  mutually  with  the  principal,  vice-princi- 
pal and  herself. 

(Evidence,  pp.724,  725) 


THE  CHAIRMAN:    You  might  not  recall  the  specific 
years,  but  I  think  counsel  can  correct  me  -  it  was 
1972,  '73  and  '75  that  she  applied  and  was  unsuc- 
cessful, and  then  in  '76  she  was  successful.  So 
you  would  have  been  involved  with  the  '76  appli- 
cation as  well? 

THE  WITNESS:  Yes. 

THE  CHAIRMAN:    I  guess  what  I  am  wondering  is  - 
given  your  concerns,  and  given  the  fact  that  those 
concerns  are  still  present  even  up  until  today, 
what  happened  in  1976  that  caused  her  to  be  suc- 
cessful for  the  course? 

THE  WITNESS:    I  think  as  time  went  on  we  were 
talking  with  people  like  Mr.  Sweeney  and  Mr.  Noft- 
all  and  some  of  the  people  at  Kenner.    There  seemed 
to  be  a  conscious  effort  on  Mrs.  Offierski's  part 
to  correct  whatever  that  particular  notion  she  had, 
and  that  in  1976  we  felt  there  had  been  at  least 
the  kind  of  improvement  that  would  allow  her  to  at- 
tend the  course. 

Also  I  believe  at  that  particular  time  that  in  the 
list  she  ranked  sufficiently  well  that  the  Minis- 
try would  accept  her  in  that  particular  year. 

I  am  not  saying  that  Mrs.  Offierski  is  not  aware; 
I  am  saying  she  has  made  an  attempt,  we  believe 
she  has  made  an  attempt  to  correct  this  approach, 
autocratic  approach,  if  you  wish.    At  that  parti- 
cular time  I  know  Mr.  Linton  particularly  stressed 
the  point  that  he  felt  that  there  were  attitude 
changes  and  I  presume  that  is  why  she  appeared  on 
that  list  sufficiently  hi qh  to  make  the  Ministry 
course . 


(Evidence,  pp.742,  743) 
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After  she  was  rejected  for  the  principal's  course,  Mrs.  Offierski 
applied  for  a  school  superintendent's  course  for  1975.    Mr.  Wooley,  the  su- 
perintendent in  the  Peterborough  system  for  Kenner  Collegiate,  at  the  request 
of  the  Director,  Mr.  Linton  (Evidence,  pp.129,  130),  wrote  a  letter  of  re- 
ference (Exhibit  9)  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Offierski,  and  approved  by  Mr.  Linton, 
which  reads  in  part: 


"Mrs.  Offierski  is  a  mature,  bright,  well 
organized  and  efficient  head  of  special 
education  at  Kenner  Collegiate  Educational 
Institute  in  Peterborouqh .    She  is  very 
concerned  with  the  needs  of  special  students 
and  works  with  a  department  of  ten  or  twelve 
people  to  organize  realistic  programs  for 
Level  1  or  2  students.    Mrs.  Offierski  has 
a  tremendous  skill  in  organization  and  is 
able  to  complete  an  extra-ordinary  amount 
of  work.    Most  recently  she  was  the  County 
Chairman  for  organizing  a  very  complex  and 
highly  effective  two  days  of  workshops  and 
seminars  etc.  for  the  total  teaching  staffs, 
elementary  and  secondary,  within  our  county. 
This  professional  development  activity  was 
sponsored  jointly  by  the  local  board  and  the 
federation  and  affiliates." 


It  is  somewhat  ironic  that  Mrs.  Offierski,  held  in  such  high 
regard  for  a  superintendent's  course,  (and  the  superintendent  position  is 
a  position  of  higher  responsibility  than  that  of  principal,  let  alone  vice- 
principal,  although  it  is  only  attained  after  first  being  a  vice-principal 
and  principal)  was  not  held  in  sufficiently  high  regard  to  be  placed  on  the 
three  person  list  for  the  principal's  course.    (However,  it  must  also  be 
noted  that  one  of  the  three  persons  selected  for  1975  was  a  female  person) 
(Exhibit  #7). 
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The  evidence  was  clear  that  Mrs.  Offierski  had  continued  to  be 
very  active  in  her  school  in  administrative  work  from  1973  through  1975. 
Moreover,  she  was  very  active  in  the  Home  &  School  and  was  chairman  of  a 
Professional  Development  Committee  developing  a  demanding  program  at  Trent 
University  in  1974  that  was  very  successful.    She  was  the  coordinator  for 
the  Kenner  'house  system',  organized  a  very  successful  Christmas  hamper  pro- 
gram, and  for  three  years  organized  the  student's  participation  in  the 
Easter  Seals  campaign. 

Mrs.  Offierski  complained  to  her  Member  of  the  Provincial  Parlia- 
ment in  1975,  and  throuah  inquiries  by  the  Minister  of  Education,  it  was 
communicated  by  the  Minister  to  her  that  she  was  regarded  by  the  Director 
as  "an  excellent  teacher"  and  was    the  fourth  choice  for  the  course, 
(Exhibits  #13  and  #14,  Evidence,  pp.107,  111,  112)  and  that  the  three 
persons  chosen  "were  more  suited  to  work  in  administration." 

In  a  sense,  Mrs.  Offierski's  problem  was  one  of  very  unfortunate 
timing.    During  1972  to  1975,  inclusive,  she  was  seen  by  the  Board's  admi- 
nistrators as  not  beina  as  suitable  as  other  applicants  for  the  principal's 
course,  due  to  the  administrators'  perception  of  her  personality  in  terms  of 
leadership  prereouisi tes .    Mrs.  Offierski,  given  her  strong  personality,  was 
simply  not  acceptable  to  Mr.  Linton  in  the  period  1972  to  1975,  inclusive. 
The  judgment  implicitly  expressed  about  her  during  this  period  of  time  can- 
not be  second-guessed,  particularly  when  one  does  not  know  details  about  the 
qualifications  of  other  applicants  for  the  principal's  course,  and  the  judgment 
was  one  as    to  the  relative  merits  of  applicants  having  the  formal  qualifi- 
cations.   Mrs,  Offierski  herself  did  not  question  her  rejection  for  the 
principal's  course  in  1972  and  1973.    It  is  clear,  on  all  the  evidence,  that 
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people  in  the  Peterborough  system  reacted  very  strongly  to  Mrs.  Offierski. 
I  shall  review  this  evidence  shortly.    However,  the  relevant  point  is  that 
I  conclude  that  the  administrators  of  the  Board  did  not  discriminate  on  the 
basis  of  sex  in  rejecting  Mrs.  Offierski's  application  for  the  principal's 
course  during  1972  -  1975.    I  do  not  think  that  the  fact  she  is  female  had 
anything  to  do  with  the  decision  to  not  accept  her.    Moreover,  on  balance, 
I  am  of  the  opinion  they  were  honest  in  their  motives  in  rejecting  her,  that 
is,  they  honestly  believed  that  other  applicants  (those  accepted)  were  bet- 
ter candidates  for  the  course.    I  make  that  finding  although  it  is  not  neces- 
sary given  the  first  finding  that  there  was  not  discrimination  because  of 
Mrs.  Offierski's  sex.    However,  I  believe  it  important  to  state  some  conclu- 
sions given  all  the  evidence. 

I  have  said  that  in  my  view  the  Board's  administrators  were  acting 
honestly  and  in  good  faith  in  denying  Mrs.  Offierski  admission  to  the  princi- 
pal's course  during  1972  -  1975.  That  is,  they  sincerely  believed  she  lacked 
some  Qualities  of  leadership  found  in  other  applicants. 

One  cannot  second-guess  the  Board's  administrators  in  this  regard, 
(as  they  are  professionals  at  what  they  are  doing,  they  knew  the  qualifica- 
tions of  the  other  applicants  -  not  known  to  this  Board  of  Inquiry  -  and  so 
long  as  they  act  lawfully  -  as  I  have  found  -  an  Inquiry  such  as  this  has  no 
right  to  second-guess  their  decision),  but  I  will  add,  if  somewhat  gratuitous- 
ly,   that  on  all  the  evidence  before  the  Inquiry,  my  own  view  is  that  in  Mrs. 
Offierski,  the  Board  had  a    very  highly  qualified  person  for  advancement  as 
a  vice-principal  and  the  complaint  about  her  personality  in  terms  of  her 
leadership  capability  was  of  relatively  minor  importance,  and  she  had  proven 
herself  in  this  regard  as  clearly  established  in  evidence  by  those  who  knew 
her  best,    To  some  extent,  her  problem  was  caused  by  her  gaining  a  bad  repu- 
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tation  in  earlier  years  which  (whatever  the  truth)  was  following  her  like  a 
dark  cloud.       By  1976,  she  was  found  acceptable  for  the  principal's  course, 
but  by  then,  given  diminishing  school  enrolment  and  the  high  number  of  qua- 
lified teachers  for  administrative  positions  in  the  Peterborough  system,  it 
had  become  more  difficult  to  become  a  vice-principal.    Had  Mrs.  Offierski 
been  accepted  for  the  principal's  course  in  1975,  it  would  appear  she  had 
an  excellent  chance  of  becoming  vice-principal  at  Kenner  in  September  1975. 
By  1976,  she  was  too  late.    The  only  subsequent  opening,  in  1978,  prior  to 
this  Complaint,  put  her  in  the  stiffest  of  competition,  with  Mr.  Allan.  She 
was  second  only  to  him.    It  seems  quite  possible  that  she  would  have  been  a 
vice-principal  in  1975  (the  vacancy  was  due  to  Mr.  Allan's  departure)  if  she 
had  been  accepted  for  the  principal's  course  that  year.    The  administrators 
of  the  Board  could  give  her  a  glowing  reference  (Exhibit  #9)  for  the  super- 
intendent's course  in  1975,  but  found  her  leadership  wanting  in  being  accepted 
for  the  vice-principal's  course.    Moreover,  at  least  one  of  the  persons  who 
took  the  1975  course  did  not  fare  as  well  as  Mrs.  Offierski  in  the  1978  rating 
by  the  selection  committee  for  the  vice-princi pal shi p . 

My  point  is  that  the  1975  denial  of  Mrs.  Offierski  's  admission  to 
the  principal  course,  notwithstanding  her  admitted  high  qualifications  but 
because  of  the  lingering  concerns  about  her  personality,  seems  to 
have  effectively  precluded  her  from  becoming  a  vice-principal  almost  five 
years  ago. 
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Mrs.  Mary  Young  also  testified.    She  has  lived  in  Peterborough 
for  some  21  years,  is  a  teacher  by  profession,  is  the  mother  of  five  child- 
ren, has  been  active  in  the  Home  &  School  Association,  is  an  elected  trus- 
tee on  the  Peterborouah  County  Board  of  Education,  and  is  an  active  member 
of  the  Peterborouah  Women's  Club.    She  founded  a  committee  of  the  Club  in 
Peterborough,  pursuant  to  a  resolution  at  a  national  meeting  of  the  Cana- 
dian Federation  of  University  Women,  to  review  the  role  of  women  in  admi- 
nistrative positions  in  education  in  Peterborough.    The  committee  obtained 
statistical  information  from  the  Board,  and  prepared  a  document  in  1976, 
beina  the  Brief  from  the  University  Women's  Club  of  Peterborough  to  Boards 
of  Education  in  Peterborough  County  (Exhibit  #32).    The  Brief's  five  recom- 
mendations emphasized  the  need  to  increase  the  numbers  of  qualified  women 
in  positions  of  responsibility  (Evidence,  pp.345,  346). 

The  Board,  through  Mr.  Linton  requested  Mrs.  Nan  Ross,  a  teacher 
and  head  of  the  District  Federation  of  Teachers,  to  set  up  a  committee  com- 
posed of  teachers  to  evaluate  the  University  Women  Club's  brief.    Mrs.  Ross 
testified  that  her  committee  determined  that  the  Brief's  concerns  were  truly 
"a  community  concern",  and  prepared  a  pamphlet  called  "Free  to  be  You  and 
Me"  (Evidence,  p. 375)  to  be  utilized  by  teaching  staff  to  overcome  tradi- 
tional stereotypes  with  respect  to  the  vocational  roles  of  women,  and  also 
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prepared  a  "Peterborough  Affirmative  Action  Brief  to  Peterborough  Board  of 
Education",  dated  March,  1978  (Exhibit  #33)  which  was  presented  to  the 
Board.    This  brief  supported  the  University  Women's  Group  brief  (Evidence , 
pp.385,  393)  and  resulted  from  an  obvious  good  deal  of  work  and  thought. 
Some  of  its  recommendations  were  implemented.    For  example,  interviewing 
teams  for  vice-principal  positions  up  to  that  point  in  time  had  consisted 
generally  of  males  (as  the  existing  positions  were  held  by  males     and  the 

interviewina  teams  were  chosen  simply  from  persons  in  these  positions)  (Evidence , 
D.381).    The  Brief  resulted  in  there  being  women  members  of  the  interviewing 
committees,  at  least  at  the  elementary  school  level. 

This  brinas  us  to  a  consideration  of  the  evidence  as  to  statistics. 

Exhibit  3  provided  statistics  as  to  the  distribution  of  secon- 
dary school  teachers  by  teaching  position  in  the  Peterborough  system  for 
the  period  1975-76  throuah  1978-79  and  Exhibit  4  provided  the  same  analysis 
for  the  province  of  Ontario  as  a  whole.    Two  points  can  be  drawn  from  these 
statistics.    First,  there  has  been  a  virtual  absence  of  female  principals 
and  vice-principals  in  the  Ontario  educational  system  as  a  whole  and  second, 
that  the  Peterborough  education  system  in  particular  has  had  even  fewer  female 
principals  and  vice-principals.    On  the  face  of  it,  these  statistics  could 
suagest  discrimination  on  the  basis  of  sex. 

Let  us  now  consider  the  statistical  evidence  for  the  secondary 
school  level.    In  summary,  Exhibit  3  (Peterborough  system)  can  be  depicted 
as  follows  for  1975-76  through  1977-78. 
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EXHIBIT  3 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  SECONDARY  TEACHERS  BY  POSITION 
HELD  -  SECONDARY  -  PETERBOROUGH  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 


Regular  Classroom 
Teachers 

Principal  s 

Vice-Principal s 


1975-76 
Male  Female 


228 
8 
7 


Chairman,  Department 
Head,  Consultant, 
Co-ordinator  or 
SuDervisor  66 


98 


12 


1976-77 
Male  Female 


234 
7 
7 


65 


98 


11 


1977-78 
Male  Female 


230 
7 
7 


66 


105 


10 


In  summary,  Exhibit  4  (Ontario  system  as  a  whole)  can  be  depicted 
as  follows  for  the  same  years. 

EXHIBIT  4 

PROVINCE  OF  ONTARIO  -  DISTRIBUTION  OF  [SECONDARY]  TEACHERS 

BY  POSITIONS  HELD 


SECONDARY 

Reqular  Classroom 
Teachers 

Principal s 

Vice-Principal s 

Chairman,  Dept. 
Head,  etc. 


1975-76  1976-77 

Male       Femal e  Male      Femal e 

17,574       8,955  17,740  9,155 

550            12  552  12 

723            40  743  45 

5,342       1  ,212  5  ,357      1  ,261 


1977-78 
Male       Femal e 

1  7,856  9,205 
536  15 
747  49 

5  ,535       1  ,327 


24,189      10,219     24,392    10,473       24,674  10,596 


When  one  calculates  the  percentage  of  female  persons  to  total 
positions,  the  following  is  indicated: 
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PETERBOROUGH  SYSTEM1 


Reqular  Classroom 
Teachers 

Principal  9 

Vice-Principal s 

Chairman,  Department 
Head,  Consultant, 
Co-ordi nator  or 
Supervi  sor 


1975-76 
Femal e 

43% 
0% 
0% 


1976-77 
Femal e 

42% 
0% 


1977-78 
Femal e 

47% 
0% 
0% 


18% 


17% 


15% 


ONTARIO  SYSTEM  AS  A  WHOLE 


Regular  Classroom 
Teachers 

Principal s 

Vice-Princi  pal s 

Chairman,  Department 
Head,  Consultant, 
Co-ordinator  or 
Supervi  sor 


1975-76 
Femal e 

51% 

2% 
6% 


1976-77 
Femal e 

51% 

2% 


1977-78 
Femal e 

51% 
3% 
7% 


23% 


24% 


24% 


One  has  to  be  careful  in  drawing  conclusions  from  these  statistics 
Perhaps  the  Peterborough  numbers  are  too  small  for  meaningful  statistical 
comparison.    It  may  be  that  a  small  percentage  of  females  in  comparison  to 
males  stay  in  the  educational  system  for  a  sufficient  length  of  time  to  be 
considered  for  administrative  positions.    However,  it  may  also  be  that 


I  have  noted  these  figures  differ  slightly  from  those  of  the  "Fact 
Sheet  For  Peterborough  University  Women's  Club  Study"  (Exhibit  #32) 


the  general,  misguided  perception  has  been  that  female  persons  are  just  not 
as  suitable  as  male  persons  for  the  demanding  position  of  high  school  vice- 
principal  which  requires,  for  example,  an  administering  of  discipline  to  students. 

It  should  be  noted  that  for  1978-79  (See  Exhibit 
#3)  the  number  of  female  teachers  in  Peterborough  moved  upward  to  47% 
and  the  number  of  female  persons  in  the  "chairperson  department  heads" 
category  rose  to  18%.     (Exhibit  #4  does  not  include  data  for  1978-79  for 
Ontario  as  a  whole).    Moreover,  the  first  female  was  appointed  vice-principal 
at  the  secondary  level  in  Peterborough  in  September,  1  979  (Evidence,  p. 686). 

However,  the  figures  do  seem  to  indicate  that  for  Ontario  as 
a  whole  there  are  not  nearly  the  number  of  female  principals,  vice-princi- 
pals, or  chairpersons,  department  heads,  etc.  that  one  would  expect  to 
find  given  the  high  percentage  of  teachers  who  are  female  persons.  This 
phenomenon  seems  to  be  even  more  true  of  the  Peterborough  system.  There 
is  a  disproportionately  small  number  of  female  persons  in  administrative 
positionsconsidering  the  number  of  female  teachers.    (Also,  for  the  relatively 
few  females  who  are  Department  Heads,  the  statistical  evidence  suggests  more 
receive  "minor"  heads  than  "major"  heads,  as  compared  to  males.    See  "Fact 
Sheet"  contained  in  Exhibit  #32). 

However,  the  second  point  is  that  there  seems  to  have  been 
relatively  few  female  appl icants  for  principal  and  vice-principal  posi- 
tions.   (This  is  suggested  by  the  data  at  the  bottom  of  the  "Fact  Sheet" 
contained  in  Exhibit  #32,  and  the  text  of  Exhibit  #32  ^(Evidence,  pp.639, 
640,  660,  661,  555-557). 
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Of  the  ten  applicants  for  the  principal's  course  in  1972,  none 
were  women,  other  than  the  Complainant.    Cf  the  eleven  applicants  in  1973, 
none  were  women,  other  than  the  Complainant.    There  was  one  female  appli- 
cant for  the  course  in  1969,  who  was  not  eligible  from  the  standpoint  of 
formal  Qualifications,  but  received  a  strong  letter  of  support  from  Mr. 
Linton  (Exhibit  #15,  Evidence ,  pp.123,  124).    In  1975,  there  were  two  fe- 
male applicants,  Mrs.  Offierski  was  rejected  and  the  other  accepted.  Mrs. 
Offierski  was  accepted  in  1976.    Therefore,  from  1972  until  1976,  inclu- 
sive, there  were  only  two  female  applicants  for  the  principal's  course  at 
the  secondary  school  level. 
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The  explanation  for  this  phenomenon  is  more  speculative  and  tenous, 
and  could  be  due  to  any  number  of  reasons.    Perhaps  female  teachers  have  not 
applied  because  of  a  perception  of  little  chance  of  success;  perhaps  many 
have  not  applied  simply  because  traditionally,  consciously  or  unconsciously 
they  themselves,  and  society  generally,  perceived  their  role  as  being  just 
teachers,  leaving  to  males  the  responsible  administrative  positions  in  the 
teaching  profession  (Evidence,  pp.639,  640).    Exhibit  32,  The  University 
Women's  Club  of  Peterborougn  County  concluded: 


We  found,  as  expected,  that  Board  Policies  are 
non  discriminatory  -  being  based  on  qualifica- 
tions rather  than  sex.    In  our  opinion,  however, 
the  disparate  figures  are  partly  the  result  of 
a  subtle  and  often  unconscious  discrimination 
which  works  to  the  advantaae  of  male  teachers. 
Also  the  school  system,  perhaps  unwittingly, 
has  contributed  to  the  programming  of  young 
girl  students  to  accept  supporting,  rather  than 
leadership  roles. 


An  "Affirmative  Action  Steering  Committee"  was  commissioned  by 
the  Board  through  Mr,  Linton,  its  Director,  to  consider  the  University 
Women's  Club  Brief  (Exhibit  #32).    The  Committee  provided  its  Report  of 
Inarch,  1978  (Exhibit  #33)  to  the  Board,  concluding  that  its  "findings 
substantiate  and  support  the  University  Women's  Club  recommendations  and 
concerns  stating  that  "Tradition  also  has  played  a  part:    female  teachers, 
men  principal s ... "The  Report  added: 


We  are  convinced  that  factors  such  as  sociali- 
zation and  tradition,  mentioned  above,  have  in- 
fluenced the  career  decisions  of  your  female 
staff.    As  a  result,  most  women  teachers  do  not 
prepare  themselves  for  leadership,  either  aca- 
demically or  by  accepting  administrative  tasks. 
We  feel  they  need  special  encouragement  to  do 
so  by  their  colleagues,  their  principals  and 
superintendents  and  the  Board  of  Education. 
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Another  finding  of  importance  is  the  feeling 
of  women  teachers  that  criteria  for  positions 
of  responsibility  are  sometimes  applied  differ- 
ently for  men  and  women.    Women  feel  that  they 
need  to  be  better  qualified  than  men  if  they 
are  to  be  accepted  for  paid  positions  or  addi- 
tional responsibility.    They  also  see  principals 
and  others  singling  out  'promising'  male  teachers 
for  'trackinq'  or  'grooming'  for  promotion. 
They  do  not  see  this  happening  with  women  teachers. 


Values  are  chanqing,  of  course,  (as  reflected  in  the  1972  amendment  to  the 
Code  in  makinq  discrimination  on  the  basis  of  sex  unlawful)  but  the  point 
is  that  the  statistics  do  suggest  factual  discrimination  on  the  basis  of 
sex  against  female  persons  in  becoming  vice-principals  and  principals  of 
secondary  schools  in  Peterborough,  although  the  cause  or  causes  of  such 
discrimination  remain  uncertain,  and  may  be  primarily  the  traditional 
values  of  society.    However,  the  Board  cannot  be  held  responsible  for  a 
lack  of  applicants  for  administrative  positions  (in  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence that  the  Board  discouraged  prospective  female  applicants  in  advance, 
which  was  not  suggested). 

The  evidence  of  Mrs.  Mary  Younq  was  very  helpful  on  the  meaning 
and  significance  to  be  attributed  to  the  statistics.    She  testified  that 
if  was  a  subtle  and  unconscious  discrimination  working  to  the  disadvantage 
of  female  teachers,  and  ouoted  from  the  University  Women's  Club  Brief: 


The  Report  made  several  recommendations  including  a  suggestion 
that  the  Board  "formulate  an  equal  opportunity  statement  for  men 
and  women  employees  and  that  they  prepare  an  affirmative  action 
plan  for  implementing  that  policy." 
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"...that  factors  such  as  socialization  and  tradi- 
tion, mentioned  above,  have  influenced  the  career 
"decisions  of  your  female  staff." 

A.  Right. 

0.      Those  would  be  some  of  the  things  that  would 

contribute    to  perhaps  the  lack  of  applications? 

A.  Right. 

0.      By  women  for  positions  of  leadership. 
A.      That  was  our  feeling. 

(Evidence ,  pp. 351  , 352). 


She  pointed  out  the  immediate  problem  in  a  lack  of  applications 
by  women  and  that  the  statistics  do  not,  of  course,  in  themselves  account 
for  the  causes  of  the  problem. 


I  think  the  statistics  are  symptomatic  of  what 
in  fact  is  the  real  problem.  One  of  the  quota- 
tions, or  one  of  the  things  or  arguments  that 
is  used  is  that,  well,  women  are  not  applying, 
and  our  stand  is,  yes,  of  course,  they're  not, 
and  this  is  the  problem,  they  are  not,  and  why 
are  they  not  in  fact  applying? 

This  is  a  symptom  of  somethina  that  goes  much 
deeper  than,  you  know,  the  statistics  prove 
out  the  fact  that  there  is  somethina  very  wrong, 
but  they  really  are  only  the  symptoms,  they  are 
not  the  end  result. 

(Evidence,  pp.395,  396). 


> 
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THE  WITNESS:    That  was  the  problem  that  we  ad- 
dressed, the  fact  that  women  were  somehow,  being 
selected  out  isn't  the  word,  but  were  -  the  wo- 
men in  Peterborouah  were  not  applying  for  these 
kinds  of  positions,  and  that  was  the  thing  that 
we  actually  researched  into. 

There  is  all  kinds  of  statistical  evidence,  and 
all  kinds  of  reasons  why  these  kinds  of  things 
are  happening,  and  that  is  why  we  started  that 
"Free  to  be  You  and  Me",  and  awareness,  and  we 
have  a  list  now,  and  we  have  done  all  kinds  of 
things  to  try  and  alleviate  that  problem. 

THE  CHAIRMAN:    And  apart  from  the  problem  of 
values  and  history,  just,  you  know,  the  whole 
thrust  of  society,  the  difficulty  from  a  time 
standpoint  to  change  the  historical  course  of 
direction,  which  is  thrown  off  by  the  statistics 

-  was  there  anything  in  particular  about  this 
Board  that  would  suggest,  you  know,  a  problem, 
to  your  knowledge  again? 

THE  WITNESS:    Well,  my  biggest  concern,  and  the 
concern  of  the  trustee  who  took  this  to  the 
Board,  is  it  is  a  kind  of  sense  of  frustration 

-  and  I  am  going  out  on  a  limb  here  by  saying 
that.    A  great  many  of  the  members  of  the 
Peterborough  Board  of  Education  do  not  really 
feel  that  we  have  a  problem  in  this  area.  They 
do  not  perceive  it  as  the  same  kind  of  problem 
as  my  committee  and  the  University  Women's  Club 
in  fact  perceive  it. 

(Evidence,  pp. 397-398). 


The  fact  remains  that  it  is  abundantly  clear  that  female  tea- 
chers are  under-represented  in  administrative  positions  in  the  Peter- 
borough Board  of  Education  ,  and  particularly  at  the  secondary  school 
level . 


• 


The  statistics  provided  in  the  instant  situation,  showing  an 
absence  of  female  principals  and  vice-principals  in  the  Peterborough  system 
would,  in  my  view,  have  provided  a  prima  facie  case  of  discrimination  but 
for  the  additional  statistics  and  evidence  which  indicate  very  few  female 
applicants  for  the  positions  and  the  prereauisite  principal's  course  as 
wel  T . 

In  1978  Mrs.  Offierski  became  aware  that  there  was  shortly  to 
be  a  vacancy  in  the  vice-principal  position  at  Lakefield  High  School,  and 
notified  Mr.  Linton  some  time  before  March  1,  that  she  intended  to  apply 
for  the  position.    However,  she  was  to  be  absent  from  Peterborough  on  a 
trip  to  England  from  March  17  to  March  31  which  necessitated  applying 
March  3  for  a  leave  of  absence  (Exhibit  #10).    As  Mr.  Linton  approved 
her  reguest  for  a  leave  of  absence,  he  would  know  Mrs.  Offierski  would 
be  away  from  Peterborough  as  of  March  17,  and  he  would  also  have  known 
she  wanted  to  apply  for  the  vice-principal  position  to  open  shortly  at 
Lakefield  High  School.    However,  the  official  notice  (Exhibit  #11)  from 
Mr.  Linton  as  to  the  availability  of  this  position  was  not  received  by  Mrs. 
Offierski's  school,  via  the  school's  mail-a-week  regular  courier  mail,  un- 
til March  16,  and  it  was  only  because  Mrs.  Offierski  was  concerned  and  per- 
sonally looking  out  for  the  notice  that  she  in  fact  received  it  that  day. 
Mrs.  Offierski  suggested  in  her  evidence  that  Mr.  Linton  was  on 
notice  of  her  intention  to  apply  for  the  position,  was  derelict  in  his  resoon- 
sibilities  in  not  notifying  her  before  March  16,  and  his  manner  of  handling  the 
matter  was  to  her  detrim  ent.    However,  in  any  event,  she  was  able  to  prepare  and 
submit  to  the  Board  a  curriculum  vitae  with  supporting  materials  (Exhibit 
#12)  by  the  next  day,  March  17.    These  materials  evidence  in  detail  Mrs. 
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Of fierski ' s  varied  and  very  creditable  experience  as  an  educator  (Evidence , 
pp.69  to  74).    On  her  return  from  Enaland  she  was  interviewed  by  a  committee 
of  eight,  which  had  been  appointed  by  the  Board, 

The  complainant  asserted  that  the  procedures  and  process  of 
deci sion-makinq  in  determining  whether  she  would  be  hired  as  vice-princi- 
pal were  relatively  subjective  and  loosely-structured,  such  that  discri- 
mination took  place. 

There  were  eleven  applicants  for  the  position  of  vice-principal. 
The  eight  person  selection  committee  was  comprised  of  six  males  and  two 
females.    An  'Interviewing  Team  Format  (Exhibit  #18),  and ''Interview  Guide" 
(Exhibit  #19),  a  "Schedule  of  Interviews"  (Exhibit  #20),  a  "Suggestions  for 
Topics  to  be  discussed  during  the  Interview"  (Exhibit  #21),  and  a  "Rating 
Sheet"  for  applicants  (Exhibit  #22)  were  all  prepared  to  assist  the  Commit- 
tee.   The  procedure  followed  was  a  twenty  minute  interview  of  each  applicant, 
followed  by  a  secret  ballot  with  each  member  of  the  selection  committee  rating 

the  top  three  applicants  in  his  or  her  view,  with  a  second  ballot  then  result- 
ing with  each  committee  member  voting  for  his  or  her  first  choice  amongst  the 
three  applicants  receiving  the  highest  rating  by  the  committee.    Mr.  Bob  Allan 
and  Mrs.  Of fierski  were  two  of  the  top  three  rated  applicants  on  the  first 
ballot,  and  Mr.  Allan  won  the  second  ballot  by  seven  votes  to  Mrs.  Offierski  's 
one. 

Although  the  Complainant  did  not  have  a  "complaint  about  the 
quality  of  her  interview"  (Evidence,  p. 155)  she  did  have  an  apprehension 
of  bias  in  favour  of  Mr.  Allan  on  the  part  of  some  members  of  the  Selection 
Committee,  and  she  did  have  other  complaints  about  the  procedures  followed, 
claiminq  her  own  interview  was  only  thirteen  minutes,  and  that  it  would 
have  been  better  if  there  had  been  a  discussion  by  the  Committee  of  the 
relevant  merits  of  the  applicants  before  a  decision  was  taken  by  way  of  a 
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vote.    In  her  opinion,  she  was  better  qualified  than  the  other  applicants 
(Evidence,  pp.168  to  173).    She  had  worked  hard  to  prepare  herself  for  ad- 
vancement to  an  administrative  position.    The  procedures  followed  for  the 
particular  position  seem  to  have  been  the  same  as  those  generally  followed 
in  selecting  someone  for  an  administrative  position,  except  that  there  was 
an  'additional  woman'  on  The  Selection  Committee,  and  that  it  may  have  been  ci 
tomary  in  earlier  years  to  have  a  discussion  amongst  the  Selection  Committee, 
before  making  a  decision  (Evidence,  pp. 356-359),  although  the  chairperson 
testified  the  practice  for  the  previous  nine  years  had  been  to  hot  have  any 
discussion  (Evidence,  pp.630,  631).    In  my  view,  Mrs.  Offierski  cannot  fault 
the  procedures  and  process  followed  by  the  selection  committee. 

In  the  evidence  given  at  this  hearing,  Mrs,  Offierski  received 
the  hiahest  recommendations  from  the  people  she  was  most  immediately  asso- 
ciated with  at  Kenner  -  from  Principal  Sweeney,  Vice-Principal  Noftall ,  from 
Mrs.  Dadson  and  Ms.    Rawlinas,  colleagues  in  the  department  of  which  she  was 
the  head,  from  Mrs.  McKini stry, who  worked  with  Mrs,  Offierski  in  the  Home  a 
School  Association,  and  from  Mr.  Bent,  principal  of  an  elementary  'feeder' 
school  to  Kenner. 

Mr.  Sweeney  had  known  Mrs.  Offierski  for  some  eight  years  in  his 
capacity  as  principal  of  Kenner.    He  knew  Mrs.  Offierski  's  capabilities 
better  than  anyone  else  in  the  Peterborough  school  system.    He  had  the 
highest  praise  for  Mrs.  Offierski,  feeling  very  strongly  that  she  was  an 
"exceptional  educator",  and  "exceptional  administrator",  and  should  advance 
to  become  a  vice-principal  (Evidence,  pp. 177-179,  180-184,  188-189,  193,194, 
198-201,  622).    With  respect  to  the  view  apparently  held  by  some  people  in 
the  school  system  that  "she  could  not  work  well  with  people",  Mr.  Sweeney 
testified  it  was  not  true  and  he  had  so  advised  Mr.  Linton  and  the  Board 
(Evidence,  pp.191,  192).    He  testified  that  while  Mrs.  Offierski  had  had  a 
tendency  "to  upset  people  by  being  outspoken"  she  had  improved  in  this  re- 
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qard  (Evidence,  pp.191,  192).    Undoubtedly  this  characteristic  had  hampered 
her  progress  in  advancing  (Evidence,  pp. 206-208).    All  in  all,  Mr.  Sweeney 
had  the  hiqhest  praise  for  Mrs.  Offierski.    He  knew  her  best  and  his  evi- 
dence, in  my  view,  was  given  objectively. 

Mr.  Noftall,  Vice-Principal  of  Kenner  until  1972,  had  similar 
high  praise  for  Mrs.  Offierski's  abilities  ( Evidence ,  pp. 252-264).    He  did 
say  that  in  the  earlier  years  her  outspoken  personality  had  caused  some 
friction  amongst  the  staff,  but  that  by  1972  this  had  virtually  disappeared, 
and  that  the  great  majority  would  have  supported  her  promotion,  and  that 
there  was  general  recognition  of  her  outstanding  abilities  (Evidence,  p. 260) 
and  her  "exceptional  leadership"  (Evidence,  p. 262). 


Mr.  Patrick  Strump,  the  business  assistant  at  Kenner  since  1971, 
and  a  former  Major  in  the  armed  services,  testified  as  well  as  to  Mrs.  Of- 
fierski's impressive  abilities  (Evidence ,  pp.275  to  286),  emphasizing  that 
she  was  "definitely  superior"  when  compared  with  other  department  heads  in 
"her  consideration  for  the  support  staff  of  the  school"  (Evidence ,  p. 282- 
284),  and  this  was  confirmed  by  another  witness  as  well  (Evidence,  p. 290). 


Mr.  John  Richardson  referred  as  well  to  the  vague  rumour  that  Mrs 
Offierski  had  difficulty  in  getting  along  with  fellow  teachers  (Evidence, 
pp.425,  426,  433,  455,  456). 
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Mrs.  Lorraine  Gourley,  vice-principal  of  a  Peterborough  elementary 
school,  had  some  mild  concerns  about  the  way  Mrs.  Offierski  handled  her  role 
as  a  chairperson  of  the  Professional  Development  day  committee,  saying  that 
Mrs.  Offierski  was  a  demanding  and  successful  chairperson,  but  that  she  might 
have  been  "softer"  from  time  to  time  in  her  dealing  with  people  who  had  been 
delegated  tasks  (Evidence ,  pp.710  to  715). 

Mrs.  Denise  Edwards,  a  trustee  for  many  years  in  the  Peterborough 
system, testified  that  there  were  some  feelings  on  the  part  of  the  Lakefield 
District  High  School  Baord  (later  to  be  part  of  the  Peterborough  system)  at 
the  time  of  Mrs,  Offierski  leaving  the  Lakefield  High  School  in  1974  to  go 
to  another  school,  that  Mrs.  Offierski  had  some  difficulty  in  getting  along 
with  the  staff  ( Evidence ,  p. 662). 

As  Superintendent  Hossack  testified  "Mrs.  Offierski  has  a  reputa- 
tion ... [that]  she  has  difficulty  getting  along  with  people.    I  have  been  told 
...that  she  tends  to  be  pushy,  wants  to  have  things  her  own  way."    ( Evidence , 
p. 554). 
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Mrs.  Dorothy  McKinistry,  a  mother  of  two  children  who  attended 
Kenner  from  1968  to  1975,  also  testified.    Mrs.  McKinistry  was  an  active  mem- 
ber of  the  executive  of  the  Home  &  School  Association  over  that  period. 
She  testified  that  Mrs.  Offierski  was  very  supportive  of  the  Association 
and  always  at  the  meetings,  and  was        very  "respected"  by  the  parents 
(Evidence,  p. 302). 

Mary  Rawlinqs,  a  'minor  head'  in  girls'  physical  education  at 
Kenner  testified  that  Mrs.  Cffierski  gets  along  extremely  well  with  stu- 
dents, being  "very  strict... and  very  fair"  and  providing  "very  good  counsel- 
ling" (Evidence,  pp.306,  307).    Ms.    Rawlings  also  stated  that  the  Complain- 
ant got  along  very  well  with  her  colleagues  at  Kenner  (Evidence ,  pp.306  , 
307)  and  that  in  performina  administrative  duties  Mrs.  Offierski  is  "far 
superior"  with  the  breadth  of  qualities  necessary  to  be  both  a  vice-princi- 
pal and  principal  (Evidence,  pp. 309-31  3).    Ms.  Rawlings  also  said  of  Mrs. 
Offierski 's  manner  of  dealina  with  colleagues: 


"I'm  a  firm  believer  that  change  only  comes 
about  when  people  are  pushed  a  little  bit.  I 
feel  that  the  fact  that  she  is  outspoken  and 
straiahtforward  is  a  very  strona  plus  quality. 
I  would  far  sooner  be  approached  directly  about 
a  disagreement  between  you  and  I  than  have  you 
go  behind  my  back  or  hide  it.    I  feel  that  those 
sorts  of  things  should  come  out  into  the  open 
and  people  should  be  encouraged  to  be  straight- 
forward and  open  and  honest. 

I  think  that  that  particular  quality  of  a  per- 
son is  somethinq  that  should  be  encouraged  - 
not  discouraged. " 


(Evidence ,  p. 315-3161. 
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Q.      They  have  to  be  pushed,  and  Mrs.  Offierski  is 
auite  good  at  that? 

A.      Not  a  pushy  person,  but  she  is  not  afraid  to 

challenge  people,  and  I  think  that  that  is  what 
they  need . 

0.     You  talked  about  pushing  people,  effecting 
change? 

A.  Yes. 

0.      You  talk  about  it  in  relation  to  Mrs,  Offierski 
and  the  way  she  dealt  with  people,  and  I  -  it 
was  pretty  obvious  that  she  effects  change  by 
pushing  people? 

A.  Yes. 

[Evidence ,  p. 334). 
These  comments  seem  accurate,  in  light  of  all  the  evidence. 

Ms.  Rawlings  organized  a  petition  of  support  for  Mrs.  Offierski 
becoming  a  Vice-Principal,  because  of  "a  rumour"  she  could  not  be  appointed 
due  to  an  inability  to  get  along  with  her  colleagues,  and  about  50  members 
of  a  staff  of  75  signed  the  petition  (Evidence,  pp.325,  328,  329,  335). 
The  petition  was  a  spontaneous  response  to  rthe  rumour'  because  of  the 
view  of  Ms.  Rawlings  and  other  staff  members  who  worked  with  Mrs.  Offierski 
that  Mrs.  Offierski  "would  make  an  excellent  administrator"  (Evi dence , 
p. 335).    The  petition  was  sent  to  Mr.  Linton. 


► 
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Donald  Bent,  principal  of  Grove  Elementary  School,  with  a  degree 
in  psychology,  a  feeder  school  to  Kenner,  testified.    He  has  had  a  good 
deal  of  contact  with  Mrs.  Offierski  in  assessina  the  problems  and  needs 
of  students  moving  from  Grove  School  to  Kenner,  and  also  worked  closely 
with  her  in  the  development  of  the  Professional  Development  program  orga- 
nized by  Mrs.  Offierski.    Mr.  Bent  was  very  complimentary,  indeed,  of  Mrs. 
Offierski,  and  described  her  as  a  "very  capable  leader... who  exhibited... 
consummate  skills  in  dealing  with  people  and  who  got  the  job  done". 
(Evidence,  p. 471).    He  testified  she  was  very  highly  regarded  by  students, 
parents,  and  colleagues. 

Mrs.  Marion  Dadson,  a  teacher  of  family  studies  and  special  educa- 
tion at  Kenner,  has  worked  with  Mrs.  Offierski  as  the  department  head,  since 
1973.    Mrs.  Dadson  testified  as  well  that  Mrs.  Offierski  got  along  generally 
well  with  the  staff,  describing  Mrs.  Offierski  as  "forthright .. .and  fair" 
(Evidence,  p. 291 ) . 

Michael  Procyshyn,  a  psychological  consultant  with  the  Peterbo- 
rough County  Board  of  Education,  who  does  assessments  of  children  in  the 
school  system,  came  into  contact  with  the  Complainant  in  this  regard,  and 
testified  that  he  "most  assuredly"  was  "able  to  communicate .. .and  get  along 
with  her1'  (Evidence ,  p. 296). 

On  all  of  the  evidence  given,  my  own  personal  conclusion  would 
be  that  Mrs.  Offierski  does  indeed  have  the  leadership  qualities  to  be  a 
vice-principal  and  principal.    It  is  obvious  that  she  is  a  very  demanding 
person  who  pursues  excellence.    She  holds  herself  in  high  opinion,  is  somewnat 
strong-willed  and  may  lack  tact  on  occasion.    But  she  is  a  capable  doer  whose 
positive  qualities  as  an  educator  and  administrator  are  very  impressive. 
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The  composition  of  the  selection  committee  had  a  significant 
advantage  and  a  significant  disadvantaae .    The  advantage  is  that  in  a  com- 
munity the  size  of  Peterborough,  the  members  of  the  Committee,  drawn  from  the 
education  system,  had  considerable  personal  knowledge  of  many  of  the  applicants. 

The  disadvantage,  of  course,  is  that  some  committee  members 
were  close  friends  of  particular  applicants,  so  that  justice  may  not 
have  been  done,  and  more  significantly,  was  not  seen  to  be  done.  In 
short,  such  a  committee  can  be  attacked  on  the  basis  of  apparent  partia- 
lity, even  thoucih  in  fact  all  committee  members  may  have  been  impartial 
and  objective. 

In  the  instant  situation,  at  least  two  of  the  committee  members, 
Mr.  Hossack  and  Mr.  Richardson,  were  close  personal  friends  of  another 
applicant,  Mr.  Allan. 


A  great  deal  depended  upon  who  was  chosen  to  be  on  the  Selection 
Committee.    If  Mr.  Sweeney,  who  knew  Mrs.  Offierski  so  well  and  held  her 
in  such  hiah  reaard,  had  been  a  member,  it  is  probable  she  would  have  re- 
ceived his  vote.    Similarily,  Mr.  Richardson,  who  knew  Mr.  Allan  very  well 
and  held  him  in  high  regard,  but  did  not  know  Mrs.  Offierski  well,  would 
vote  for  Mr.  Allan  (Evidence ,  pp.451  ,  452). 
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However,  it  was  customary  to  appoint  to  the  Selection  Committee 
the  principal  of  the  school  with  a  vacancy  for  the  position  of  vice-princi- 
pal.   As  principal  of  Lakefield  High  School,  the  school  with  the  vacant  po- 
sition for  a  vice-principal,  Mr.  Richardson  was  appointed  to  the  Selection 
Committee  (Evidence,  p.401).    Mr.  Hossack  was  superintendent  fo  the  area 
which  included  the  school  to  which  the  person  chosen  vice-principal  might 
be  assigned,  and  it  was  customary  to  have  the  superintendent  for  the  area 
of  the  affected  school  as  a  member  of  the  selection  committee. 

Mr,  Robert  Allan  was  the  successful  applicant. 

Mr.  Allan  had  been  a  Vice-Principal  from  1969  to  1975,  when  he 
left  to  coach  a  professional  lacrosse  team..  The  lacrosse  league  collapsed 
within  a  few  months.    He  returned  to  teaching  after  the  six  month  sojourn. 
It  is  clear  from  all  the  evidence  that  he  was  very  wel 1 -qua! if ied  to  be  a 
Vice-Principal . 

Mr.  Richardson  said  of  Mr,  Allan  that  his  "great  skill  was  the 
ability  to  work  with  people  and  not  get  people  upset",  (Evidence ,  p. 420) 
and  that  "he  was  one  of  the  outstanding  vice-principals  in... the  system", 
(Evidence,  p. 421)  was  "committed  to  excellence  (Evi dence ,  p. 432),  and  had 
been  an  excellent  vice-principal"  (Evidence ,  p. 437).    Mr.  Allan  had  been 
his  vice-principal  before,  and  Mr.  Richardson  held  him  in  very  high  esteem, 
indeed  (Evidence,  pp.421 -424).    I  have  no  doubts  about  the  sincerity  of  Mr. 
Richardson's  evaluation  of  Mr.  Allan,  even  though  they  were  close  friends, 
nor  about  Mr,  Allan's  qualifications.    On  all  the  evidence,  it  is  very  clear 
that  the  views  of  Mr.  Richardson  about  Mr.  Allan  are  shared  generally  within 
the  Peterborough  education  community. 
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Mr.  Richardson,  in  his  testimony,  reviewed  the  qualifications 
of  many  of  the  other  applicants,  pointing  out  that  there  were  many  very 
highly  qualified  applicants  for  the  position  (Evidence ,  pp.445  to  449). 
Superintendent  McNabb  "found  them  all  of  high  quality"  and  "would  have 
placed  Mrs.  Offierski  at  sixth  or  seventh  position."  (Evidence,  p. 722). 

John  McCormack,  principal  of  a  secondary  school,  testified.  He 
was  an  obviously  impartial  member  of  the  selection  committee,  as  none  of 
the  eleven  applicants  had  even  worked  with  him  on  the  same  school  staff  and 
he  did  not  have  any  personal  relationship  with  them  ( Evidence ,  p. 606).  His 
name  had  been  suggested  for  the  committee  by  Mr.  Sweeney,  a  strong  supporter 
of  Mrs.  Offierski  (Evidence,  pp,605,  608,  609).    Mr.  McCormack  found  Mr. 
Allan  to  be  "in  a  class  by  himself,  due  to  his  obvious  experience"  (Evidence , 
p. 615). 

Mrs,  Alicia  Perry,  chairperson  of  the  Board,  was  also  chairperson 
of  the  selection  committee.    She  also  testified  as  to  Mr.  Allan's  ability 
with  very  high  praise,  and  voted  for  him  (Evidence,  p. 636).  Superintendent 
Kenneth  Hossack  testified  that  he'  voted  for  Mr.  Allan  because  he  was  an 
"outstanding  leader"  (Evidence,  p. 544).    Mr.  William  Whetung,  a  trustee  in 
the  Peterborough  system  for  some  seventeen  years  also  favoured  Mr,  Allan. 
Neither  Mr.  Whetung  or  Mr,  Hossack  rated  Mrs.  Offierski  as  being  in  the.  top 
three  appl icants . 

Mrs.  Lulu  Miller,  head  of  guidance,  Adam  Scott  Collegiate,  was 
asked  by  Mr.  Linton  to  serve  on  the  selection  committee,  and  she  testified 
that  Mr,  Allan  and  Mrs.  Offierski  were  two  of  her  top  three  choices,  and 
that  she  voted  for  Mr.  Allan  for  the  position  (Evidence,  p. 528). 
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Ivan  Woo ley,  a  superintendent  in  the  Peterborough  system  who  had 
written  a  very  positive  and  flattering  letter  of  reference  (Exhibit  #9)  on 
behalf  of  Mrs,  Offierski  for  the  superintendent's  course  in  1975,  was  on 
the  selection  committee,  but  favoured  Mr.  Allan,  who  presented  "a  first  rate 
picture  of  a  potential  school  administrator",  over  Mrs.  Offierski  because  of 
his  qualifications  and  experience  (Evidence ,  pp.648,  649,  651,  652). 

The  seven  members  of  the  selection  committee  who  testified  all 
stated  that  in  making  there  decision  they  were  not  discriminating  against 
Mrs.  Offierski  because  she  was  a  female  person.    Several  other  witnesses, 
who  are  female  educators  in  the  Peterborough  system,  testified  that  they  had 
never  experienced  discrimination  within  the  educational  system  because  of 
their  sex.    These  included  Mrs.  Lorraine  Gourley  (a  vice-principal  at  the 
elementary  level),  Mrs.  Fern  Doyle  (head  of  the  French  resource  teachers  at 
the  elementary  level),  Lorna  Dillabough  (a  principal  at  the  elementary  level), 
Marlene  Braund  (the  recently  appointed  vice-principal  at  the  secondary  level), 
Diane  Dal  ton  (vice-principal  at  the  elementary  level)  and,  Joyce  Fee  (princi- 
pal of  Trafalgar  School  for  the  Retarded)  as  well  as  Denise  Edwards  (a  former 
trustee) . 
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On  the  totality  of  the  evidence,  I  cannot  question  the  motives 
of  any  of  the  Committee  members.    I  think  it  is  fair  to  say,  as  counsel 
for  the  complainant  arqued  (p. 821)  that  for  some  committee  members,  the 
decision  had  been  made  in  their  own  minds  in  favour  of  Mr.  Allan  and 
that  the  selection  process  was  really  a  formality.    However,  in  my  view 
their  decision  was  an  honest  one,  and  on  the  basis  that  Mr.  Allan  was 
well-qualified,  and  at  least  as  well,  or  better,  qualified,  than  the 
other  candidates.    I  would  agree  that  the  committee    could  have  had  grea- 
ter 'independence'  in  its  composition,  but  I  have  no  doubt  in  finding 
that  Mrs.  Offierski  was  not  refused  the  position  because  of  her  sex,  She 
was  refused  the  position  because  the  committee  wanted  Mr.  Allan  for  the 
position.    Mr.  Allan  was  chosen  because  he  was  well -qual if ied  and  liked. 

In  summary,  I  find  on  the  evidence  that  there  has  not  been  any 
discrimination  against  the  Complainant,  Mrs.  Offierski,  because  of  her  sex. 


With  respect  to  the  selection  of  the  person  to  fill  the  position 
of  vice-principal  in  1978,  I  find  on  the  evidence  that  Mr.  Allan  was  chosen 
simply  because  he  was  considered  to  be  the  applicant  who  was  the  best  qua- 
lified. , 

The  refusal  to  admit  Mrs.  Offierski  to  the  principal's  course  in 
1972,  1  973,  and  1975  was  the  more  difficult  of  the  two  situations  to  assess 
in  respect  of  which  discrimination  was  alleged.    On  all  of  the  evidence,  I 
find  that  the  Director  precluded  her  admission  to  the  course  because  it  was 
felt  she  was  relatively  less-qualified  than  the  three  who  were  accepted  each 
time.    I  find  that  she  was  considered  less-qualified  because  it  was  felt  she 
lacked  the  necessary  leadership  quality  of  effectively  getting  along  with 
people.    Whether  this  perception  was  accurate  or  not  is  a  somewhat  moot  point, 
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it  is  irrelevant  to  the  real  issue  -  was  she  discriminated  against  because 
she  was  a  female  person?    It  is  clear  she  was  not  chosen  because  of  her 
reputation,  not  because  she  was  a  woman.    She  was  not  discriminated  against 
because  of  her  sex. 

However,  I  might  add  two  points  with  respect  to  the  reputation 
Mrs.  Offierski  had  in  some  quarters  to  the  effect  that  she  could  not  be  an i 
effective  leader.    The  first  is  that  in  my  opinion  all  witnesses  who  ex- 
pressed this  view  in  the  hearing  were  acting  with  honesty  in  so  far  as  mo- 
tives were  concerned.    I  was  impressed  by  the  sincerity  and  honesty  of  all 
the  witnesses.    In  denying  Mrs.  Offierski  entry  to  the  Principal's  course, 
the  Director  and  his  advisors  honestly  thought  they  were  choosing  the  best 
applicants,  regardless  of  sex. 

The  second  point  is  that  the  reputation  Mrs.  Offierski  has  gained 
as  to  her  inability  to  get  along  with  people,  whatever  its  basis  (if  any) 
several  years  ago,  should  be  now  put  to  rest.    In  the  judgment  of  the  se- 
lection committee  of  1978  she  was  ranked  second  only  to  a  candidate,  Mr. 
Allan,  who  was  generally  regarded  as  truly  outstanding  and  was  in  the  unique 
position  amongst  eleven  very  qualified  applicants  of  having  more  than  six 
years  experience  as  a  very  successful  vice-principal.    In  the  opinion  of 
those  who  have  known  Mrs.  Offierski  best,  and  worked  most  closely  with  her, 
she  does  indeed  relate  well  to  the  poeple  she  works  with.    There  is  general 
acceptance  of  her  several  abilities.    Whatever  the  reasons  (if  any)  for  a 
reputation  in  the  first  instance,  people  change  and  grow.    The  Complainant 
has  demonstrated  that  she  has  the  ability  and  desire  to  be  a  vice-principal 
and  it  would  be  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  Peterborough  education  system 
if  she  were  not  able  to  continue  to  contribute  so  positively  to  the  Peter- 
borough community,  by  having  the  opportunity  to  serve  in  new  positions  of 
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responsibility,  including  that  of  being  a  vice-principal. 

Dated  at  Toronto  this  11th  day  of  February,  1980. 


a 


Peter  Cumming  f  \ 
Board  of  Inquiry-^ 


